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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-31 and 65-98 have been examined. 

Response to Amendment 

2. This communication is responsive to Amendment C filed 9/1/2006. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not benegatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-10,13-15,19-26,28-31,65-69,72-75,78-81,89-96 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over MacLennan ("MacLennan", US 5,893,105) in 
view of Mayhew et al ("Mayhew", US 6,239,800). 

As per independent claim 1 , MacLennan discloses a method for identifying cells 
in a path in a flowchart, the method comprising (a) displaying a flowchart comprising a 
plurality of cells (Figure 1) (b) selecting a cell in the flowchart (Column 5 lines 46-50); (c) 
determining a path comprising the selected cell (Column 5 lines 46-50); and (d) 
identifying at least some of the cells in the path (Column 5 lines 52-56). MacLennan fails 
to teach receiving a selection from a user and highlighting the path which distinguishes 
the at least some of the cells in the path from at least some other cells, and to point out 



Application/Control Number: 10/038,527 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2174 

some of the cells comprising instructions that are implemented by an application. 
However, Mayhew teaches receiving, from a user a selection of a cell, and identifying to 
the user a path in a way that distinguishes the at least some of the cells in the path from 
at least some of the other cells that are not in the path (Column 4 line 50 - Column 5 
line 22), wherein at least some of the cells in the flowchart comprise instructions that are 
implemented by an application when the flowchart is played (Column 3 line 37 - 
Column 4 line 49). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the 
invention to combine the path highlighting teaching of Mayhew with the method of 
MacLennan. Motivation to do so would have been to provide a quick way of notifying the 
user of which cells are in the path. 

As per claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein (c) comprises determining a last selected path comprising the selected 
cell (Column 11 lines M-27\determines progressed path). 

As per claim 3, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein (c) comprises determining a most-frequently selected path comprising 
the selected cell (Column 1 1 lines 17 '-27 '.determines progressed path). 

As per claim 4, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method where3in (c) comprises randomly determining a path comprising the selected 
cell (Column 6 lines 1-5; wherein all weights are even). 

As per claim 5, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein (c) comprises semi-randomly determining a path comprising the 
selected cell (Column 6 lines ^-5\basedon weight). 
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As per claim 6, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein the flowchart comprises a beginning cell and an end cell, and wherein 
the path determined in (c) comprises the beginning and end cells (Column 1 1 lines 17- 
24). 

As per claim 7, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein the flowchart comprises a beginning cell and an end cell, and wherein 
the path determined n (c) does not comprise at least one of the beginning and end cells 
(Column 1 1 lines 22-25; starting shape and end shape not having to be the first of last 
cell). 

As per claim 8, which is dependent on claim 1 , MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein the path determined in (c) comprises at least one of a beginning cell 
and an end cell, and wherein the at least some of the cells identified in (d) comprise the 
at least one of the beginning and end cells (Column 1 1 lines 1 7-24; wherein all cells in 
path are included). 

As per claim 9, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein the path determined in (c) comprises at least one of a beginning cell 
and an end cell, and wherein the at least some of the cells identified in (d) do not 
comprise the at least one of the beginning and end cells (Column 1 1 lines 22-25). 

As per claim 10, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein the at least some of the cells are identified in (d) by displaying the at 
least some of the cells differently from other cells in the flowchart (Column 3 lines 44- 
49). 
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As per claim 13, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein (d) comprises identifying at least four cells in the path (Column 1 1 lines 
17-24). 

As per claim 14, which is dependent on claim 1 , MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein (d) comprises identifying all of the cells in the path (Column 1 1 lines 
17-24). 

As per claim 15, which is dependent on claim 1 , MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein the at least some of the cells are identified in (d) by highlighting the at 
least some of the cells in the flowchart (Column 3 lines 44-50). 

As per claim 19, which is dependent on claim 1 , MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein (b) comprises selecting only a single cell in the flowchart (Mayhew, 
Column 4 line 50 - Column 5 line 22). 

As per claim 20, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method further comprising selecting at least one additional cell in the flowchart and 
wherein (c) comprises determining a path comprising the selected cell and the at least 
one additional cell (Column 5 lines 46-49). 

As per claim 21 , which is dependent on claim 1 , MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein the selected cell comprises a master cell, and wherein (c) comprises 
determining a path between the master cell and the at least one additional cell (Column 
5 lines 5-10,46-49). 

As per claim 22, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method further comprising: determining N additional paths comprising the selected cell; 
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and identifying at least some of the cells in each of the N additional path(s) (Column 1 1 
lines 17-27). 

As per claim 23, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein the first-mentioned path and the N additional path(s) comprise the last 
N+1 selected paths comprising the selected cell (Column 11 lines 17-27; a list of paths, 
which have been progressed). 

As per claim 24, which is dependent on claim 1 , MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method further comprising (e) selecting an additional cell in the flowchart (Column 1 1 
lines 22-26; ending shape) (f) determining a path comprising the selected additional cell 
(Column 1 1 lines 20-21 ; and (g) identifying at least some of the cells in the path 
determined in (f) along with the at least some of the cells in the path determined in (d) 
(Column 11 lines 17-20; shapes). 

As per claim 25, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein (c) comprises determining a plurality of paths comprising the selected 
cell, wherein the invention further comprises selecting one of the plurality of determined 
paths and wherein (d) comprises identifying at least some of the cells in the selected 
one of the plurality of determined paths (Column 1 1 lines 17-27; list of paths, list of 
shapes for each entity). 

As per claim 26, which is dependent on claim 1 , MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein the plurality of paths comprises every path comprising the selected cell 
(Column 11 lines 17-27; list of paths, list of shapes for each entity). 



Application/Control Number: 10/038,527 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2174 

As per claim 28, which is dependent on claim 1 , MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein at least one of the plurality of cells comprises an instruction to trigger a 
piece of media (Column 4 lines 2-6). 

As per claim 29, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein at least one of the plurality of cells comprises an instruction to gather 
user input (Column 3 lines 59-61 ). 

As per claim 30, which is dependent on claim 1 , MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method wherein at least one of the plurality of cells comprises an instruction to process 
data (Column 4 lines 8-1 1 ). 

As per claim 31 , which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a 
method further comprising playing the flowchart, wherein the cell selected in (b) 
comprises a cell selected by a user during the playing of the flowchart, and wherein the 
path determined in (c) comprises the path that was traversed during the playing of the 
flowchart (Column 14 lines 5-11). 

As per claim 65, MacLennan-Mayhew discloses a method for identifying cells in a 
path in a flowchart, the method comprising: (a) displaying a flowchart comprising a 
plurality of cells, wherein the plurality of cells define a plurality of paths (Figure 1)< 
wherein at least some of the cells in the flowchart comprise instructions that are 
implemented by an application when the flowchart is played (Mayhew, Column 3 line 37 
- Column 4 line 49); (b) receiving, from a user, a selection of a single cell in the 
flowchart (Column 5 lines 46-50); (c) in response to the selection of the single cell in the 
flowchart, determining a path comprising the single cell (Column 5 lines 46-50); and (d) 
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identifying, to the user, at least some of the cells in the path determined in (c) (Column 5 
lines 52-56) in a way that distinguishes the at least some cells in the path from at least 
some of the other cells in the flowchart that are not in the path (Mayhew, Figure 6-7). 

As per claim 66, which is dependent on claim 65, MacLennan- Mayhew discloses 
a method wherein the user selects the single cell by positioning a pointer over the single 
cell (Column 8 lines 62-67). 

As per claim 67, which is dependent on claim 65, MacLennan- Mayhew discloses 
a method wherein the path is determined in (c) based on the history of the single cell 
and the history of cells above and below it, if any, in succession (Column 5 lines 61- 
65\according to other operations executed using flowcharts). 

As per claim 68, which is dependent on claim 65, MacLennan- Mayhew discloses 
a method wherein (c) comprises, starting with the single cell being a given cell: (d) 
determining which cell directly connected to the given cell was in a determined path the 
last time the given cell was in a determined path (Column 5 lines 61-65); and (c2) 
repeating (c1) with the given cell being the cell determined in (c1) (Column 6 lines 5-11). 

As per claim 69, which is dependent on claim 65, MacLennan- Mayhew discloses 
a method wherein the at least some of the cells are identified in (d) by displaying the at 
least some of the cells differently from the at least some of the other cells in the 
flowchart (Mayhew, Figure 6-7). 

Claim 72 is similar in scope to that of claim 65 and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 
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Claims 73,78, and 81 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 68 and are 
therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 74 and 79 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 66 and are 
therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 75 is similar in scope to that of claim 69 and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 80 is similar in scope to that of claim 67 and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

As per claim 89, MacLennan-Mayhew teaches the application that implements 
the instructions is the same application that performs (a)-(d) (MacLennan, Column 3 line 
35- Column 4 line 17). 

As per claim 90, MacLennan-Mayhew teaches the application that implements 
the instructions is different from an application that performs (a)-(d) (Mayhew, Mayhew, 
Column 3 line 37 - Column 4 line 49). 

Claim 91 is similar in scope to that of claim 89 and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 92 is similar in scope to that of claim 90 and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 93 is similar in scope to that of claim 89 and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 94 is similar in scope to that of claim 90 and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 
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Claim 95 is similar in scope to that of claim 89 and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 96 is similar in scope to that of claim 90 and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

As per claim 99-103 MacLennan-Mayhew teaches performing (b)-(d) other than 
when the flowchart is played (Column 4 line 50 - Column 5 line 22). 

4. Claims 82-86,97-98 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over allClear ("allClear", Information Disclosure Statement) in view of Rochford et al 
("Rochford", US 6,654,803) in further view of Otha ("Otha", US 5,697,788). 

As per independent claim 82, allClear discloses a method for building a flowchart 
along a single path, the method comprising:(a) displaying a flowchart in a first display 
region, wherein the flowchart comprises a plurality of cells defining a plurality of paths 
(Figure 6 item 20); (b) displaying a textual view of cells along a single path in the 
flowchart in a second display region, wherein a textual view of cells not along the single 
path in the flowchart are not displayed in the second display region (Figure 6 item 25); 
and (c) in response to input received in the second display region, applying the input to 
the first display region (Page 3 lines 12-20). However, allClear fails to distinctly point out 
simultaneously receiving input from a second region while the second region displays 
the textual view of the at least some of the cells along the single path in the flowchart. 
Rochford teaches simultaneously receiving input from a second region while the second 
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region displays the textual view of the at least some of the cells along the single path in 
the flowchart (Figure 8, Column 18 lines 28-38). Therefore it would have been obvious 
to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the teaching of Rochford with the 
method of allClear. Motivation to do so would have been to provide a user with clear 
correspondence of the two panels. The modified allClear fails to distinctly point out at 
least some of the cells in the flowchart comprising instructions that are implemented by 
an application when the flowchart is played . However, Otha teaches simultaneously 
displaying a flowchart wherein at least some of the cells in the flowchart comprise 
instructions that are implemented by an application when the flowchart is played 
(Column 3 lines 42 - Column 4 line 33). Therefore it would have been obvious to an 
artisan at the time of the invention to combine the application driven cells of Otha with 
the teaching of the modified allClear. Motivation to do so would have been to been to 
allow a user to validate any algorithm without mastering a programming language. 

As per claim 83, which is dependent on claim 82, allClear-Rochford-Otha 
discloses a method wherein (c) comprises in response to adding new text in the second 
display region, creating a new cell in the flowchart in the first display region (allClear, 
Page 3 lines 15-18). 

As per claim 84, which is dependent on claim 82, allClear-Rochford-Otha 
discloses a method wherein (c) comprises in response to deleting existing text in the 
second display region, deleting a corresponding existing cell in the flowchart in the first 
display region (allClear, Page 4 lines 15-20; wherein simultaneously working windows 
will mimic each others actions). 
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As per claim 85, which is dependent on claim 82, allClear-Rochford-Otha 
discloses a method wherein (c) comprises in response to modifying existing text in the 
second display region, modifying a corresponding existing cell in the flowchart in the 
first display region (allClear, Page 4 lines 15-20). 

As per claim 86, which is dependent on claim 82, allClear-Rochford-Otha 
teaches a method comprising determining the single path in response to receiving, from 
a user, a selection of a single cell in the flowchart (Rochford, Figure 8, Column 18 lines 
28-38). 

As per claim 97, allClear-Rochford-Otha teaches the application that implements 
the instructions is the same application that performs (a)-(c) (Otha, Column3 line 42- 
Column 4 line 33). 

As per claim 98, allClear-Rochford-Otha teaches the application that implements 
the instructions is different from an application that performs (a)-(c) (Otha, Column3 line 
42- Column 4 line 33). 

As per claim 103, allClear-Rochford-Otha teaches wherein (a) - (c) are 
performed other than when the flowchart is played (allClear, Figure 6 and page 2 lines 
12-20). 
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5. Claims 1 1 ,70,76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MacLennan ("MacLennan", US 5,893,105) and Mayhew et al ("Mayhew", US 6,239,800) 
in view of allClear ("allClear", Information Disclosure Statement). 

As per claim 1 1 , which is dependent on claim 1 , MacLennan-Mayhew fails to 
distinctly point out a second display region for viewing cells. However, allClear teaches 
a method wherein the flowchart is displayed in a first display region, and wherein the at 
least some of the cells are identified in (d) by displaying a textual view of the at least 
some of the cells in a second display region (Figure 6). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the method of MacLennan- 
Mayhew with the teaching of allClear. Motivation to do so would have been to display to 
the user an easy, readable, less confusing way of viewing the flowchart. 

Claims 70 and 76 are individually similar in scope to that of claim 69 and are 
therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

6. Claims 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MacLennan ("MacLennan", US 5,893,105) and Mayhew et al ("Mayhew", US 6,239,800) 
in view of Tiongson et al ("Tiongson", US 6,816,174). 

As per claim 16, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew fails to 
distinctly point out enlarging some of the cells in the flowchart. However, Tiongson 
teaches the enlargement of some of the cells (Figure 8). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the method of MacLennan- 
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Mayhew with the teaching of Tiongson. Motivation to do so would have been to display 
to the user an easy, readable, less confusing way of viewing the flowchart. 

As per claim 17, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew-Tiongson 
discloses a method wherein the at least some of the cells are identified in (d) by 
enlarging and aligning the at least some of the cells in the flowchart (Tiongson, Figure 
5B). 

As per claim 18, which is dependent on claim 1, MacLennan-Mayhew-Tiongson 
discloses a method wherein the at least some of the cells are identified in (d) by 
enlarging and aligning the at least some of the cells in the flowchart (Tiongson, Figure 
5B). 

7. Claims 12,71,77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MacLennan ("MacLennan", US 5,893,105) and Mayhew et al ("Mayhew", US 6,239,800) 
in view of Logan, III et al ("Logan", US 6,243,857). 

As per claim 12, MacLennan-Mayhew fails to distinctly point out displaying a 
copy of the flowchart in a second display region. However, Logan teaches wherein the 
flowchart is displayed in a First display region, and wherein the at least some of the 
cells are identified in (d) by displaying a copy of the at least some of the cells is a 
second display region (Figure 7). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at 
the time of the invention to combine the method of MacLennan-Mayhew with the 
teaching of Logan. Motivation to do so would have been to display to the user a 
consistent way of viewing the flowchart. 
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As per claim 71 , MacLennan-Mayhew fails to distinctly point out displaying a 
copy of the flowchart in a second display region minus some cells. However, Logan 
teaches a method wherein the flowchart is displayed in a first display region, and 
wherein the at least some of the cells are identified to the user in (d) by displaying a 
copy of the at least some of the cells, but not of other cells in the flowchart, in a second 
display region (Column 8 lines 1-6; showing different portions of the flowchart). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to 
combine the method of MacLennan-Mayhew with the teaching of Logan. Motivation to 
do so would have been to display to the user an easy, less cluttered way of viewing the 
flowchart. 

Claim 77 is similar in scope to that of claim 71 and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

8. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MacLennan ("MacLennan", US 5,893,105) and Mayhew et al ("Mayhew", US 6,239,800) 
in view of Quality America ("Quality America", Flowchart/Cause & Effect Features). 

As per claim 27, which is dependent on claim 1 , MacLennan-Mayhew fails to 
distinctly point displaying a textual view of cells that fan-in and fan-out. However, Quality 
America teaches a method further comprising displaying a textual view of cells that fan- 
in and fan-out of the selected cell (Figure 2) a second display region (Column 8 lines 1- 
6; showing different portions of the flowchart). Therefore it would have been obvious to 
an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the method of MacLennan-Mayhew 
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with the teaching of Quality America. Motivation to do so would have been to display to 
the user an easy, less cluttered way of viewing the flowchart. 
9. Claims 87-88 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
allClear ("allClear", Information Disclosure Statement) and Rochford et al ("Rochford", 
US 6,654,803) and Otha ("Otha", US 5,697,788) in view of MacLennan ("MacLennan", 
US 5,893,105). 

As per claim 87, which is dependent on claim 82, allClear-Rochford-Otha fails to 
disclose determining a path based on its history. However, MacLennan teaches a 
method comprising determining the single path based on the history of a selected cell 
and the history of cells above and below it, if any in succession (Column 5 lines 61-65). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to 
combine the method of allClear-Rochford-Otha with the teaching of MacLennan. 
Motivation to do so would have been to be able to add focus to a path that may be 
taken instead of all possible paths, eliminating extraneous time and effort. 

As per claim 88, which is dependent on claim 82, allClear-Rochford-Otha fails to 
distinctly point out determining the single path. However, MacLennan teaches (i) 
determining which cell directly connected to the given cell was in a determined path the 
last time the given cell was in a determined path; and repeating (i) with the given cell 
being the cell determined in (i) (Column 5 lines 62-65). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the method of allClear- 
Rochford-Otha with the teaching of MacLennan. Motivation to do so would have been to 
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be able to add focus to a path that may be taken instead of all possible paths, 
eliminating extraneous time and effort. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 9/1/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues there is no motivation to combine the references since 
they are non analogous and there is no motivation to do so. In response to applicant's 
argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner 
recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves 
or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 
837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, there is sequential dependency and also 
one task cannot complete without completion of a previous task as taught in Mayhew 
the reference does teach path highlighting. A path is inherently highlighted from one cell 
to another as seen in Mayhew and as described above. 

In response to applicant's argument that Rochford is nonanalogous art, it has 
been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, 
if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant 
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was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed 
invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this 
case, path identification is present in both applications and traversal along these paths 
is an important aspect of each of the inventions. 



Conclusion . 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ryan F Pitaro whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4071 . The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00am - 4:30pm Monday through 
Thursday and on alternating Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid can be reached on 571-272-4063. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Ryan Pitaro 
Art Unit 2174 
Patent Examiner 
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